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.CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
This study is a descriptive comparison of early un-
planned termination in rourteen cases or clients with 
marital problems in two ramily agencies. In order to 
understand the uniqueness or these attitudes to this group, 
a comparison group or continuing clients was selected. 
The importance or unplanned drop out has been observed 
by the author in a voluntary casework setting where the 
caseworkers judged that many terminating clients could have 
prorited greatly by rurther exploration and/or treatment. 
Also, it was obvious that there was a dearth or rormalized 
concepts against which caseworkers could test their specu-
lations about individual eases or unplanned termination. 
This study rocuses on client characteristics, plus 
casework methods and relationships in the total intake 
interview. For purposes or analysis the rollowing areas 
in the interview were specirically circumscribed: background 
inrormation; nature or rererrals; client problems; worker 
and client expectations and involvement; client prorile; 
and casework techniques, goals, and rollowup procedures. 
Data was collected via a highly structured question-
naire in prearranged, unstructured interviews with the 
individual casework respondents. Prior to the interviews, 
1. 
l 
the respondents selected their own cases according to a 
list of criteria prepared by the author. This criteria 
' 
was designed for purposes or general selectivity and control-
ling extraneous variables. 
The data was collected at the New Bedford Child and 
Family Service Agency, and Fall River Family Service. Both 
these agencies have lengthy historical backgrounds and are 
currently staffed by professionally trained and experienced 
social caseworkers. 
2. 
J 
CHAPTER II 
STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 
A. Statement and Rationale o~ the Chosen To~ie 
This is a descriptive comparison study of early un-
planned termination as viewed in ~ourteen marital problem 
eases in two :family casework agencies. The diagnostic 
focus is on the intake interview as a whole, and includes 
the major ~actors of client characteristics, basic case-
work methods, and the worker-client relationship. 
The specific topic nA Study o~ Client Characteristics 
and Worker Methods that May be Related to Early Unplanned 
Termination In Family Service Clients with Marital Problemstt 
was selected ~or several reasons. First, as can be easily 
seen :from the aforementioned material, early unplanned 
termination is an area of basic importance to social case-
work, especially where client participation is voluntary. 
Also, further research is obviously needed; ~or it can be 
briefly stated the problem has been clearly observed, 
partially evaluated, and no concrete or tested solutions 
have been ~ormulated. Secondly, these F·amily Service 
agencies seemed appr-opriate ~or :further exploration as 
client participation is wholly voluntary. Also, the case-
workers have a large degree of individual responsibility 
and ~lexibility regarding their practice and treatment 
within the agency and pro:fessional boundaries. Third, it 
3. 
seemed that worker methods per-se had not received su.f.ficient 
consideration in relation to early unplanned termination; 
either as a separate causative .factor, in direct or indirect 
relation with client characteristics, or as a hopeful area 
.for whatever resolution might be possible. Fourth and last, 
the author chose to deal speci.fically with clients having 
marital problems as they can and o.ften include all major 
aspects of' clients' mal.funct1-oning (individual, .family, and 
relationship problems), and the caseworker o.ften brings the 
.full compliment of' his professional knowledge and abilities 
to bear on resolving these problems. Thus, unplanned 
termination can be studied in a small circumscribed area, 
and results should be widely applicable to all the problem 
categories and the general client population. 
B. Observations and Background 
In the New Bed.ford ~hild and Family Service Agency 
during the years of' 1958 through 1960, there always seemed 
to be a noticeable percentage of' clients that would terminate 
contact with the agency on an unplanned basis. Additionally, 
this seemingly happened in a cross section of' basic pre-
senting problems (marital; parent-child relations; indi-
vidual personality adjustment; economic; etc.), and irre-
spective of' the clients' socio-eeonmnic status, or his 
mental health. Also, it seemed quite likely that there 
were more clients discontip.uing contact af'ter the· initial 
interview, and not according to plan, than perhaps later on. 
Moreover, the author soon learned that all his co-workers 
have and always have had similar experiences., and it was 
suspected that many other voluntary agencies did too. 
Obviously., in an observable percentage o~ cases where it 
is seemingly advisable, here is a primary obstacle ~or 
continuing casework services. 
However., when attempts were made to pinpoint and under-
stand the causative factors., the results were neither obvious, 
satis~ying, nor satis~actory. First, monthly statistical 
reports could o~~er nothing beyond a listing o~ closed cases. 
Then, to evaluate even the scanty in~ormation that these 
reports could provide, all the caseworkers• reports over a 
period o~ time would have to be tabulated, analyzed, and 
interpreted. It seems likely that the ef~ort would not be 
either particularly ~easible or greatly rewarding in regards 
to further understanding. 
The other alternative was to examine closely, speci~ic 
cases o~ early unplanned termination. This was accomplished 
but the results seemed unsatis~actory in several respects. 
First, many speculations could usually be made in regards to 
any one case. For example; perhaps the client received 
enough help to dull the acuteness o~ the problem; or gained 
enough understanding to ~terwards work on the situation 
alone; or the client was not ready to further involve himself 
5. 
in a casework relationship; or the worker did not su~~iciently 
understand or handle the client's resistance. All o~ these 
~actors may have had the degree o~ validity and importance 
regarding causation that they seemed to have. However, the 
relative merit o~ each remained in question as did a more 
detailed and thorough understanding of each individual 
~actor. Additionally, and perhaps most importantly, there 
was an obvious paucity of general explanatory material and 
theoretical constructs that could be used as a ~ramework of 
reference the purposes of whieh would be to evaluate indi-
vidual eases, compare a variety of eases, and prevention 
of unplanned termination in the future. 
C. Theoretical Scope of the Problem 
At the outset, let us view marital problems and consider 
their importance both as an integral part of a family 
agency's operation and as a justifiable framework for this 
particular study. 
First, we may turn briefly to David Fanshel's extensive 
study o~ a ~amily agency and note that marital problemB have 
one of the highest drop out rates of any problem area, with 
1 47% of the clients discontinuing ~ter one interview. 
Secondly, surveying other literature, we can observe 
how all the casework methods and skills are utilized within 
1 David Fanshel, An Overview of One !gencx's Casework 
Operation, p. 141. 
6. 
the single area or marital problems, and see how closely 
related all the other agency £unctions are to this particular 
problem area. Also, we can begin to procure a clearer 
rormulation or the speci£ic dynamics that are involved. 
In considering the speci£ie area or clients with marital 
problems, it can probably be sarely stated that there are 
perhaps as many kinds.and combinations or individual, £amily, 
and relationship problems within this category, as there are 
individual clients. However, even in this general consider-
ation there appears to be some general theoretical constructs 
that m~y well be use£ul. 
Victor W. Eisenstein points out that, 
An adequate assessment usually enables the 
caseworker to make a reliable, early esti-
mation or the client's ability to use an 
interpersonal relationship, and it orrers 
important clues as to the manner in which 
such a relationship is likely to be used. 
For these reasons, it also makes possible 
a decision regarding the more immediate 
casework objecti~es and the best methods 
to be employed. 
Regarding the assessment, uwe have learned to employ criteria 
as an aid in evaluating the degree or ego maturity and in-
tegration. tt3 These criteria are then listed: ttobject 
Relationships; Reality Testing; Judgment; Mobility Patterns; 
2 Victor w. Eisenstein, Neurotic Interaction in 
Marriage, pp. 236-237. 
3 Ibid., p. 237. 
I
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I 
Tolerance f'or Frustration; Affectivity; Defense Mechanisms; 
and Basic Intellect! ve Capacities. u4 Another major factor 
is made when it is stated: 
From his ego appraisal, combined with other data 
from the anamnesis, the caseworker will usually 
have acquired enough knowledge to enable him to 
gauge the extent to which his clientts person-
ality handicaps have resulted from inherently 
poor ego integ~ation and/or from neurotic methods 
of adaptation • .> 
It is then advised that! 
When the client t s relationships and goals are 
determined very-largely by pre-oedipal needs and 
conflicts, the worker Imlst usually be prepared 
to take a more active and asse~tive tole with 
regards to guidance and counselling. j 
This latter point suggests that clients may be considered!~ 
to fall somewhere on a capability continuum, and the im- I 
portance of' a caseworker regulating his directive functions 
accordingly. This factor is further exemplif'ied as we 
briefly inspect additional literature. It can be observed 
that despite the variety of' psycho-dynamic classifications, 
the most prominent common-denominator is the similarity in 
the initial casework methods. Rosemary Reynolds and Else 
Siegle studied nine Sado-Masochistic Marriage Partners, 
which were composed of character disorders, and border-line/ 
4 Ibid., pp. 237-239. 
5 illE.·, p. 240. 
6 Ibid., pp. 240-241. 
8. 
or schizophrenics. They :found satisf'actory the :following 
techniques: logical discussion; advice and guidance; setting 
of' realisti~ limits; and reassurance. 7 Leonard Rivesman in 
discussing severely disturbed (need psychiatric treatment 
and can use counselling) marriage partners, states the 
dependent people early in casework need inf'ormation and 
direction given specif'ically and concretely, which they may 
8 
use constructively and may relieve their anxiety. Vera 6. 
Margolis discusses handling women's dependency problems in 
Marital Counselling. She describes her clients as :feeling 
unloved and unlovable in childhood who married their husbands 
to express self' hatred and to act out against their own 
:fathers. She states that these women's dependency needs 
should be met bef'ore clarif'ication else pseudo-adequacy or 
running away will result. 9 Lastly, Frances H. Scherz eluci-
dates several techniques f'or handling lt,Aeting Out Character 
Disorders in a Marital Problem, 1' in the f'irst interview. 
She lists: 1. Direct recognition and acceptance of' their 
. 7 Rosemary Reynolds and Else Siegle, tt.A Study of' Case-
work with Sado-Masochistic Marriage Partners, 1~1 Journal of' 
Social Casework, (December, 1959), pp. 549-550. 
8 Leonore Rivesman, ttcasework Treatment of' Severely 
Disturbed Marriage Partners, u Journal of' Social Casework, 
(May, 19.5'7), p. 238. 
9 Vera s. Margolis, "Treatment of' Dependency Needs in 
Marital Counselling with Women," J"0urnal of' Social Casework, 
{April, 1958), p. 214. 
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fear helped to allay the panic. 2. The caseworker did not 
show how the client's impulses and defenses seemed to be a 
part of·the problem. 3. No attempt was made to correct 
obvious reality distortions. 4· The caseworker advised, 
discussed specifies realistically, and allowed the client to 
complain. 5. The caseworker got in direct contact with the 
10 
marriage partner. 
Now let us return to David Fanshel' s study o,£ the 
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania's family agency to further examine 
.. ll 
the crucial nature of' early unplanned termination. This 
study in part deals with client characteristics that are 
related to early unplanned termination, and corroborates 
similar findings at the Community Service Society of' New York 
and the University of' Chicago. The problem1 s extent and 
specific ramifications become explicit from this extensive 
cross-sectional viewpoint. 
This study included 538 individuals and families, and 
entire casework staff' over a four month period in 1956. 12 
In general relation to continuance-discontinuance patterns, 
it was found that one half of' the agency• s total clients have 
only one interview, and one hal.f o.f this group (one quarter 
10 Frances H. Scherz, ttActing out Character Disorders 
in a Marital Problem, u Social Work Journal, (January, 1957), 
pp. 42-51. 
11 Fanshel, _£E. cit. 
12 Fanshel, .212· cit., p. l. 
lO. 
I 
of the total number of clients) fait to return despite a 
previous agreement to do so. 
13 i 
Although the percentages of unplanned termination varied 
significantly between different problem classifications, and 
in relation to other 
point out explicitly 
factors, it would seem well to first 
i 
I 
that early unp+anned termination had 
I 
I 
some significance in relation to ali clients. Considering 
t 
unplanned termination in relation to a client's socio-economic 
status, which had positive significance but showed the 
i 
smallest differentiation, 35% of middle class and 5o% of 
I 
lower class clients seemed unpromising to the worker in 
i 
' 
regards to continuing contact. The.worker's judgment was 
borne out in the later unplanned terminati;n.14 
Concerning the specific client.characteristics that were 
i 
correlated with unplanned terminatiqn, it was found that the 
clients• mental health status, race, sex, and age were not 
statistically significant. 
I However~ there were five client 
! 
i 
characteristics that were found to be significantly.related. 
First, there were significant dif~erences between the types 
of initiating problems. For example, seven out of ten clients 
with financial problems discontinued after one interview as 
I 
i 
compared with 47% of the marital problems (as previously 
13 Fanshel, ££· cit., p. 265. 
14 Fanshel, ~· .£!.:!?.·, pp. 88-114, p. 103. 
11. 
planned termination. Clients who had renewed service had 
the highest drop-out rate with 57% terminating after one 
interview. This figure compares with 52% of referrals made 
I 
by a relative or friend, 49% of pro~essional referrals, 
I 
' 39% of agency referrals, and a low ~5% of self referrals. 
i 
Third, the likelihood of a client's !continuing is signifi-
cantly greater, the higher the worker rates his capacity 
l 
for insight. Fourth, the client's expectations of service 
are significantly related to continuance-discontinuance. 
Seventy percent of the clients who e.xpected information dis-
continued after one interview. One 'third of the clients 
expecting manipulation of others co~tinued for three or more 
interviews, as compared with two-thi~ds of the clients that 
I 
expected casework involvement. Fift~, regarding socio-
economic status, middle class clients had the best chance of 
continuing and the lower class clients had the highest drop-
out rate. 15 Also, it can be noted that a caseworker's 
estimate of how "promising" a client's potential was for 
using help was significantly related; to continuance-discon-
tinuance for the first interview. Also, the client's 
l5 Fanshel, .2!?.· cit., p. 162. 
II 
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evaluated eapaci ty to communicate was a f'actor that seemingly 
. 16 
contributed greatly to his potent~al. 
Additionally, the importance of' all the above-mentioned 
f'actors is attested to by the f'inding that, twice the pro-
portion of' cases showing improvement at closing are f'ound 
where three or more interviews have been sustained as compared 
with those clients having one or two interviews. 17 
Finally, it has been mentioned previously that unplanned 
termination is also common to parent-child relations, unwed 
mothers, and .financial assistance as well as marital problems. 
However, perhaps it should be stated explicitly that with 
many common client characteristics underlying all problem 
areas, it is quite likely that to concentrate in one area as 
this study does, will provide much usef'ul understanding that 
can be appropriately applied to other areas with a minimum 
o.f interpretation. 
Proceeding .from the previously described client charac-
teristics that are signif'icantly associated with unplanned 
termination, let us consider any underlying theoretical 
concepts that can be utilized f'or rurther study. First and 
generally, it seems quite valid to speculate that varying 
degrees of' positive motivation is a f'actor that underlies 
all o.f the signif'icant client characteristics. Persons who 
16 Fanshel, cit., 101, 113. ££•' p. p. 
17 Fanshel, 2:e· cit., p. 162. 
J 
are self referred; those who expect casework involvement; 
and clients who can communicate better with the worker, all 
have lower rates of unplanned termination. Secondly, we 
may speculate that at least one quality of the motivation 
that is important is the client's ability to see himself as 
a part of the problem. This is again pointed out by the self 
referral clients, those that expect casework involvement 
rather than information or manipulation, and by clients 
having greater personal insight, all having a greater chance 
of continuing contacts with the caseworker. Third, the 
findings suggest that clients who continue in contact may 
feel a closer affinity to the worker. This is again suggested 
by the clients who expect casework involvement as he certainly 
is quite closely aligned with the caseworker's primary 
purpose and methods. Also, middle class clients may feel 
more comfortable with casework methods of verbalizing, post-
poning gratifications or problem resolutions, and the 
worker's general surface appearance. Additionally, there 
may be greater continuity, and hence a greater feeling of 
affinity to worker from agency referrals as is suggested by 
these referrals having the next to the lowest rate of un-
planned termination. Fourth, as we consider motivation from 
the viewpoint of reality factors, we should note that unwed 
mothers have the lowest rate of unplanned termination despite 
the fact that workers found them to have the least insight, 
~,, 
I 
lowest communicating capacity, and the most character dis-
orders.18 It seems possible that a more tangible, imminent, 
and unavoidable problem might be o:f prime importance in this 
instance. 
Finally, it can be pointed out that implicit in the 
previously described signi:ficant client characteristics and 
the above interpretations, is the need :for caseworkers to 
recognize and hope:fully augment any poor or low motivation 
in individual clients in order to help them continue in 
contact where this goal is appropriate. 
As we take a closer look at the caseworker 1 s role in 
the problem o:f continuing contact in casework, let us first 
note George Levingerts general thinking. He states that 
generally little is known about the helper's (psychiatrist, 
therapist, social worker, counsellor) role, but it seems 
that this pro:fessional training seems unrelated and his 
warmth and degree o:f social distance may be important 
19 
:factors. 
Helen Harris Perlman has the :following to say about a 
client's motivation :for casework help. She states that 
18 Fanshel, .££• cit., P• 244· 
19 George Levinger, "Continuance in Casework and Other 
Helping Relationships: A Review o:f Current Research, tt Social 
Work Journal, (July, 1960), pp. 49-50. 
"willingnessnttis used here in the limited sense o:f the 
client's conscious, mobilized intent to involve himsel:f in 
using helpn. She adds that, "wanting usually precedes 
willing", and adds that :from the :first to the second step, 
One may see the typical adaptive :functioning o:f 
the ego :from perception o:f need and goal to 
organization and mobilization o:f energies 
directed toward achievement. 
Also she points out that, ttTwo conditions must hold .for the 
sustainment o:f responsible willingness to work at problem-
solving: discomf'ort and hope, n and 
The caseworker may appraise his clients combina-
tion o:f discom:fort and hope in order to judge 
what he should try to diminish, to modi.fy, or 
to encourage, in order to rouse in his client 
that push or pull which mobilizes him .for 
change. 
Finally, PerJ:man points out that, t1The client's drive should 
. 
be directed towards a valid, realizable solution or goal, u 
and the caseworker evaluates the client's willingness via 
his, "Presentation o:f himsel.f with a problem,--behavior,--
de.fenses,--goals, tt ability to 11communicate, If degree he is a 
- . 
Uworking member o:f the caseworker-client teamu, and his 
ability to, "Bear the :frustration o:f waiting ~d working. tt20 
Thus, we gain a more structured conception o:f what the case-
worker's role may be in helping poorly motivated clients to 
continue in contact. 
20 Helen Harris Perlman, Social Casework, pp.l85-l88. 
D. Q,UESTIONS 
At this point a list of specific questions regarding 
client characteristics, worker methods, and their relation-
ship may be :f"ormed. 
1. Will the client characteristics: source of' re:f"erral; 
capacity for insight; client expectations; socio-economic 
status; and capacity for communication; be significantly 
di:f"f'erent in this study when the controlled variables of' 
continuation and unplanned termination are compared? 
2. Will the speculated clients' motovational factors: 
seeing themselves as part of' the problem; affinity to case-
worker; and having more imminent and/ or tangible reality 
problems; show signi:f"icant differences when continuing 
clients are compared to those that were early unplanned 
drop-outs? 
3. What other client factors in the areas of: motivation 
psychological ability; and reality factors of family, spouse, 
and general problems; will be significantly different when 
continuation and unplanned termination are compared? 
4. Concerning the caseworker, will: evaluating and 
regulating nhopett and ndiscom.forttt; directing the client 
toward va+id realizable goals; and assessing the client's 
total ego-maturity and integration, and starting where the 
client is via casework methods; be differentiating :f"actors in 
regards to clients that continue or terminate without plan? 
17. 
5. IDlat other casework methods, techniques, and proce-
dures may play a role in differentiating continuance and 
discontinuance? 
6. Is the developing client-worker relationship that is 
task oriented toward problem solving a more important factor 
in continuance-discontinuance than inherent limitations or 
the client? 
II 
I' 
I 
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CHAPTER III 
METHODS OF STUDY 
A. Statement of the Problem: 
This descriptive comparison study deals with a selected 
number of clients with marital problems, with the major focus 
on the problem of early unplanned termination. 
Furthermore, the study is designed to explore numerous, 
potentially significant aspects o~ the casework interview via 
analysis o~ comparison groups. Also, it was determined that 
the significant areas of the casework interview to be investi-
gated, should specifically include the basic elient charac-
teristics, worker methods, and the primary areas of the 
worker-client relationship. 
B. Rationale of Desigq: 
Comparison groups were chosen as the preferred method 
of tabulating and analyzing the data for several reasons. 
Primarily, as the major focus of the study was on unplanned 
termination, this ~actor could logically be considered the 
primary variable to be controlled, and it naturally followed 
that comparison groups should be created to utilize this 
controlled variable effectively. 
However, it was further determined from the nature of 
the schedule questions that, background data on clients, 
ordinal scaled ratings, and evaluations of methods and 
relationships, could perhaps best lend themselves to a 
19. 
J 
comparison group arrangement. It seemed that the greatest 
amount of' meaning could be extracted rrom the resulting data 
ir handled in this manner. Additionally it seemed obvious 
that: the small data srunple; still limited knowledge 
I 
II 
concerning the worker-client characteristics; and the wide I 
range or :factors studied all limited the analysis or data I. 
to a modi.fied experimental, or descriptive comparison approach I 
C. Selection o:f the Data Sample: 
Turning now to the data sample, it seems important to 
state explicitly how the cases were selected. 
Generally, the author established the basic criteria 
ror selection o.f case material and asked each caseworker 
respondent to assume the complete responsibility .for selecting 
two speciric eases. 
The rollowing are the criteria ror the sample: 
Criteria ror Selection of' Cases 
1. Cases where a marital problem was the major presenting 
problem at intake. 
2. An equal number or cases :from each worker will be 
desired in these two groups: 
a. Those clients who continued with casework help 
on an exploratory and/or treatment basis .for an un-
determined period. 
b. Those clients who did not continue a.fter the 
rirst interview despite the caseworker's :feeling that 
an extended period or contact would be desirable. 
20. 
3. Further criteria for selecting will be that: 
a. The client during the first interview was a 
woman and, 
b. She crume for the intake interview alone. 
4. Information for the schedule will be only that known 
or obtained at the time of the first interview. 
5. Worker to answer schedule questions will be the one 
who interviewed the client in the first interview. 
In addition to the above criteria~ the respondents were 
II 
II 
)
1
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I 
given copies of the schedule so they could acquaint themselves\ 
with the type of data desired. Also~ the author suggested 
that the workers select as recent case material as possible 
in order that their recall might augment the written record. 
It is interesting that of the fourteen cases~ the 
number of months that evolved between the first worker-client 
interview and the worker-author interview ranged from one to 
fourteen months with the median number being five. Also~ it 
should be noted that with but two exceptions, the above 
criteria were met in all eases. One exception was a client 
who had an interview while her spouse was in the waiting room. 
The other exception was a worker having no terminating clients 
I 
I 
I 
that could adequately meet the criteria. Here a co-worker I 
provided two continuing cases to balance the sample. 
D. Data Collection: 
The data was collected via pre-arranged, individual 
interviews with each respondent. The interviews were 
generally unstructured, with the £ollowing exceptions. 
The procedure followed was the author reading the 
schedule questions aloud, and appropriately recording the 
respondent's answers. Each respondent had a schedule to 
refer to during the interview and took as much time for 
reflection as desired. The only other activity during the 
sessions were the worker' a asking for questions to be re-
iterated for clarification, and additional clarifying examples 
given by the author which remained basically unchanged 
throughout all the interviews. 
Rapport between author and all respondents was very good 
as the author had previously worked with them from four 
months to two years. Considerable relaxed, friendly conver-
sation occupied each session prior to and following the work 
on the schedule. 
In conclusion, it does seem that there was a high degree 
of consistancy between the various interviews despite their 
unstructured nature. 
E. The Agency Setting! 
At this point let us look briefly at the structure and 
function of New Bedford Child and Family Service and Fall 
River Family Service. This is essential in order to obtain 
a broader framework for orienting the respondents' data, and 
to form a base for later generalizations of results. 
Historically, the two agencies are markedly similar in 
their growth patterns, structure, and function. Also, they 
22 .• 
closely re~lect all Family Service development and general 
social work trends right up to the present time. 
The ~irst Charity Organization Society in the United 
States was ~ounded in Bu~falo, New York in 1877. Fall River 
Family Service was ~ounded in 1888 as the Fruit and Flower 
Mission o~ Fall River. New Bed~ord Child and Family Service 
was parented by the New Bed~ord Orphans' Home (established in 
1843) and the Charity Organization in 1894. Their primary 
changing functions over the years ~rom overseers of the poor, 
and ~riendly visitors, to pro~essional casework counsellors 
have essentially paralleled one another and the entire ~ield 
o~ social work and social welfare. 
These two agencies today have some inherent di~~erences 
that will be briefly mentioned, but which do not seem to 
particularly detract ~rom the purposes o~ this study. For 
example, the New Bed~ord agency has the specialized functions 
of foster home placement and adoption services which Fall 
River Family Service lacks. However, these services are 
seen as basically additional to general family counselling, 
and their absence does not necessarily detract ~rom other 
casework services. Secondly, New Bedford Child and Family 
Service became professionally oriented and staf~ed in the 
early 1940's while the Fall River agency did not acquire 
pro~essional direction until 1957. Probably, the current 
difference in the size o~ professional st~~ is closely 
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related to the latter time ~actor. New Bed~ord Dhild and 
Family Service has ~ive trained psychiatric social workers 
plus the executive director and two students in training, 
while Fall River Family Service has one trained worker and 
the author, in addition to the executive director. 
However, and most importantly, both agencies are 
in their total dynamic functioning, purposes, and the 
quality o~ their pro~essional service. Both agencies 
similar I 
high 1~~ o~~er , 
ramily counselling services which includes ~inancial planning, 
individual personal adjustment and emotional disorders, 
unwed parenthood, parent-child relations, travelers' aid, 
marital relations, and re~erral services to other agencies 
and services. The agencies are also continuously engaged 
in developing these services as an appropriately ~ctioning 
part o~ the social work and total co:mmuni ty, on local, state, 
and national levels. 
I' 
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A. Background 
CHAPTER IV 
DATA FINDINGS 
In table la on the rollowing page, it is observed that 
there are only two areas and three categories where there 
is any significant difrerence between the continuing and 
terminating clients in regards to background data. These 
areas are the ages of client and spouse, and the number 
of' years they have been married. The median age of' the 
continuing clients is thirty-two years compared to a median 
or thirty-eight years in the terminating group. The median 
age of' the husbands o:f continuing clients is thirty-three 
years compared to a median o:f thirty-eight years in the 
terminating group. Concerning years married, the continuing 
clients have been married a median number or ten years 
whereas the clients that terminated after the first inter-
view had been married a median of nineteen years. 
It can be noted that all o:f these three categories 
seem logically and closely related. Ages of' client and 
spouse usually are closely correlated as people usually do 
pick mates close to their own age. Also, married couplest 
ages generally do increase proportionally as a function or 
increasing number of years married, and vice versa. 
Jl 
Characteristics 
Medians 
Medians 
Table #la 
BackgroUnd Information 
(Significant Findings) 
Ages 
Client Spouse 
33 
40 41 
21 
26 
42 
21 
32 
43 
39 
49 
36 
31 
36 
38 
38 
33 
38 
5o 
23 
27 
45 
2 
33 
48 
40 
49 
38 
32 
38 
38 
38 
Years Married 
10 
13 
16 
2 
3 
17 
10 
20 
21 
28 
19 
7 
14 
16 
19 
Lastly, it can be observed from table 1 (see appendix) 
·-
that of the remaining thirteen areas and tw.enty-two specific 
categories dealing with background information, there are 
no suggested significant differences between the continuing 
and terminating client groups. 
B. Referrals: 
The nature of the referral process from the time of' 
learning of the agency's offered services to possibly 
exploring these factors with the caseworker in the first 
interview are the subject of this aspect of' the schedule. 
Also included were any prior contacts with the same or other 
agencies. 
l 
Criteria 
KEY: 
Table #2a 
REFERRALS 
Relevance of Information 
on Client 
5 
l 
l 
5 
2 
l 
l 
Median 1. 
Not Relevant 
v 
4 
l 
2 
~ 
l 
l 
Median 2 
Slightly Relevant 
v 
Clients• Preparation 
Brief Info. 
Brief Info. 
Brief Info. 
Brief' Info. 
Counselling 
Brief In.fo. 
Brief Info. 
Total 
6 Brief Info. 
l Counselling 
Counselling 
'1 
?, 
Couns-elling 
Brief Info. 
Brief' Info. 
Brief Info. 
Total . 
3 Brief In.fo. 
2 Counselling 
2 ? 
v Seven Point 
l Not Relevant 
Seale i'or Worker 1 s Evaluation: 
2 Slightly Relevant 
3 Fairly Relevant 4 Moderately Relevant 
5 Quite Relevant 
6 Very Relevant 
7 Extremely Relevant 
? Unknown to Caseworker 
Two categories seem worthy of brief interpretation. 
Concerning the relevance of in.formation on the client that 
the worker had prior to the interview, note from table 2a 
above that the comparative medians indicate the workers t 
judgments placed the relevance of' information one scaled 
classification apart. It was i'elt that due to the rating 
scale being ordinal in nature (thus the relative distances 
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between classifications being unknown) and the small data 
sample (allowing the strong possibility of: error by chance), 
a separation o:f one classification between comparison groups 
should not be deemed signif:icant. This statement also 
applies to rating seale results in the :following sections. 
Then, viewing the clients' preparation :for the interview, 
it is observable that th~ two unknown :facts concerning two 
terminating clients could create a signif:icant difference 
between the groups. However, it seems unlikely that they 
had any prior counselling as they were neither agency nor 
professionally referred, or had had prior contact with any 
agency. 
There were no other areas of referral that offered any 
suggestion of signif:icant dif:ferences between the client 
groups. (See Table #2 in the appendix.) 
:C. Nature of the Client's Problem: a survey type exploration 
of the client• s major problem (marital) and any secondary 
problems. 
The raw data was tabulated onto comparison charts 
arranged by problem and by client groups (Tables number 3 
and 3a, see appendix). 
The one apparent significant difference between the 
terminating and continuing clients in this area is in regard 
to the total number of types or kinds of: problems. (See 
Table number 3b on the following page.) The continuing 
IL 
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clients had ten types of problems whereas the terminating 
group had fifteen kinds, or one-third more. 
Table #3b 
NATURE oF· '0LIENT' S PROBLEM 
Continuing Clients 
Type of 
Problem 
Problems Explicit 
in first C.W.Goals 
Marital 
Parent-Child Relations 
Personal Adjust.ment,Adult 
Emotional Illness,Diagnosed 
Physical Illness 
Economic 
Recreation 
Housing 
Educat. & Vocat.Adjustment 
Personality Conflict 
TOTAL 
5 
1 
4 
1 
1 
2 
1 
0 
1 
1 
10 
Terminating Clients 
Type of Problems Explicit 
Problem in first C.W. Goals 
Marital 6 
Parent-Child Relations 2 
Other Relation Problems 0 
Personal Adjust., Adults 3 
Personal Adjust., Child 0 
Emotional Illness, Diagnosed 0 
Emotional Illness, Suspected 1 
Physical Illness 1 
Economic 1 
Recreation 0 
Housing 0 
Employment 1 
Sexual Relations 1 
Legal 1 
Religion 0 
TOTAL 15 
It should be noted though that this difference is not 
maintained on an individual client basis, (see table number 3a 
in appendix) as the median number of problems per client is 
the same (4) in both groups. 
Also, it would seem well to point out a difference 
between the groups that.is perhaps not made explicitly clear 
by the charts. In the category termed 11 Problems made Explicit 
in the First Casework Goals 11 (see Table 3b above), it appears \ 
that there is a difference not reflected in the totals. I 
J=~~=============tL:?=30. 
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Amongst the group of continuing clients all of the problem 
types except one were made explicit in the goals; but in 
the terminating group six types of problems were not made 
explicit. 
It seems that the complete significance of this factor 
becomes obvious when it is related to the total types of 
problems in each group. Thus, among continuing clients 
ninety per-cent of the problem types were made explicit in 
the casework goals, but only sixty per-cent were in the 
terminating group. 
This last mentioned difference may not have been clearly 
reflected in this survey type chart as it may be a factor 
more closely associated with the casework process than just 
a simple fact about a client. 
D. Worker and Client Expectations and Involvement:: 
In this aspect of the study, the general dynamic aspects 
of' the casework process were investigated. 
First, it would seem pertinent to clarify the meaning 
of lithe worker augmenting or negating, motivating or in-
capacitating ei'fectsn where this appears in the tables and 
descriptions. Although these terms apparently are commonly 
understood by most caseworkers, actually they are abbrevi-
ations :for the worker tthelping the client to release or 
channel his positive motivationn and tthelping the client to 
clarify or suppress his inhibiting thoughtsn via the method 
o~ discussion. The terms would be misinterpreted i~ it 
were thought the worker directly added or subtracted anything 
~rom the client or his mind. 
The following di~ferences between terminating and 
continuing clients were felt to have some suggested signifi-
cance (see table number 4a on the ~ollowing pageey. Regarding 
the marital problem~ the worker helped to 1negate its in-
capacitating ef'fecttt on the continuing clients to a moderate 
extent, but only to a slight extent with the terminating 
group. Then the worker helped ttaugment its motivating 
effect" to a moderate extent regarding the continuing clients, 
but only to a slight extent with the terminating group. The 
other than marital or secondary problems, increased the 
continuing clientst motivation moderately but only slightly 
increased. the motivation of the terminating clients. 
Regarding original expectations in regards to problem solving 
methods, only three continuing clients expected concrete 
advice as compared to five terminating clients, and only two 
terminating clients expected casework involvement whereas 
five continuing clients did. The caseworker felt moderately 
successful in his attempts to help the continuing clients 
see the necessity for involving themselves in casework, but 
only slightly successful with the terminating group. The 
workerst helping the clients to see themselves as a part of 
the problem was made a moderate part of' the casework goals 
I 
II 
I 
I 
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TABLE #4a 
WORKER AND ICLIENT EXPECTATIONS AND INVOLVEMENT (Findings Having Suggested Significance) 
RE. MARITAL PROBLEM OTHER CLIENT EXPECTATIONS 
J?ROBLEMs 
EXtent Worker-· ~ant--wOrker Extent They 
Q,UESTIONS Negated the Augmented Increased Concrete ~asework 
Incapacitating Motivating Client's Advice Involvement 
Effects Effects Positive 
3 5 5 . s ~ 7G~ CL W~ G;;:G. 1. 4 
"'-I K_ ~ 4 1 
-\ \ -l!:R . lfr 1. 3 
lN 1l s 1 - - 4 
G _lt._~ ---~ 
MEDIAN 4 4 
Motivation 
4 
2 
7 
? 
4: 
6 
3 
4 Moderate Extent Moderate Extent Moderate Extent 
v 
v 
v 
3 
TE~ a w s J. 1 2 1 v 
R L 'it CJL UD 2 2 2 v 
v 
v 
v 
v 
v 
5 
M~IE..._. ~ ~L \ 1 2 7 v Ar~T R ED 6 6 6 v v 
LS · T 4 4 6 V 
""NG S 1 l 2 v 
2 2 2 
ME:DJ:!N 2 2 2 5 '2 
Slight Extent Slight Extent __ Slight Extent 
KEY: ? UNKNOWN TO WORKER 
NUMBERS ABBREVIATIONS OF WORKER 1 S RATINGS ON A SEVEN POINT ( 1 - 7) ITEMIZED ORDINAL OOALE 
1 2 3 4. 5 6 
None Slight Fair Moderate Somewhat Above Large 
Average 
7 
Very 
Large 
\.U 
1\) 
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TABLE #4a (continued) 
·woRKER AND CLIENT EXPECTATIONS AND INVOLVEMEN'T 
{Findings Having Suggested Significance) I 
WORKER'S GENERAL PROGNOSIS: 
Extent Worker Felt Extent Helping Client 
Successful in his see himself as a Part QUESTIONS Attempts to Involve of the Problem was 
Client ini or see Made a Part of the C.W. Invo vement as O.W. Goals 
Extent-Worker Felt Client 
Would be Successful in 
Resolving Her Problem 
Via Casework Help 
Necessary __________ --~ -~--~- ___ _ 
s J 6 4 
'\:_ C L W'li C A 'b t t tt 
-'J]:N ~N ~ ~ ~E 45 4 3 
-u T R D 5 ~ JNs ~ 5 1 U. 
- G S tt ~~-~ _ lJ. _____ -~-- 3 MEDIAN 4 -·---- ----q:- 4 
Moderate Extent Moderate Extep._t ___ Mo_derately Successful 
2 1 2 T,~~I.W~cr~~, ~ l ~ JN~EN-~ D 4 6 2 
T
8 4 1 2 s 2 6 G 3 
MEDIAN 2--- -- -o- -~~~- 2 
_ ___.:S=l~.@.t ~~ent _____ Larg_e g_:l;_EI!l't~- _ __$lightly Successful 
KEY! ? UNKNOWN TO WORKER 
NUMBERS ABBREVIATIONS OF WORKER'S RATINGS ON A SEVEN POINT 
1 
None 
( 1 - 7) ITEMIZED ORDINAL SCALE 
2 
Slight 
3 
Fair 4 Moderate 5 Somewhat Above 
Average 
6 
Large 
7 
Very 
Large 
v..> 
\,;.) 
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with the continuing clients~ but was a large part or the 
goals or the terminating group. Lastly, the worker generally 
relt the continuing clients might be moderately successrul 
at resolving their problems via casework, but relt the 
terminating clients would only be slightly successful. 
The following significant differences between the 
continuing and terminating clients were strongly or highly 
suggestive (see table number 4b on the following pages). The 
" extent of areas of good mutual functioning in marriage was 
made a moderate part of the casework goals with the continuing 
clients, but was not brought into the goals set up with the 
terminating group at all. The worker felt the marital 
problem slightly incapacitated the continuing clients 
regarding their seeking and using casework help, but that 
it incapacitated the terminating group to an extent somewhat 
above average. The worker felt he moderately helped to 
"increase the motivating efrecttt of the secondary problems 
in the continuing clients but did not at all with the termi-
nating group. The extent or support that worker felt the 
spouse would give regarding casework was brought into the 
continuing-client and worker assessment of the problem to 
a fair extent, but was brought into the terminating-client 
worker assessment to a large extent. In the continuing 
group six clients did not seem resistive to casework help 
and one did, but in contrast, the terminating group had two 
34-
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TABLE #4b 
CLIENT AND WORKER EXPEGTATIONS AND INVOLVEMENT (Findings Having Highll Suggested Signirioance) 
RE. MARITAL RE. OTHER 
PROBLEM PROBLEMS 
Extent the Extent it Extent Worker Extent Worker's 
Areas of Incapacitated Could Increase Assessment of. QUESTIONS Good Mutual Client re. the Motivating Spouses Support Functioning Seeking and Effects re. C .W. was 
were Part o:t' Using Brou~ht Into 
the First C .W. Help Work r-Client C. W. Goals Assessment o:t' 
the Problem 
CoN.©L wo sa Ju 4 5 4 3 
~~\~ 3 3 2 3 I \~ER D\ 1 1 7 1 ~ 2 ? 5 I G TS 1 4 4 1 1 6 l I 5 l:h _14._ 5 
MEIDIANS 4 2 4 3 Moderate Extent Slight Extent Moderate Extent Fair Extent 
TE CL WO SC JU 3 5 1 tt ~I ~~D 2 4 2 N E G~ 1 7 1 6 
ArN D 1 6 5 6 I TS N 6 4 5 4 NG TSl 7 1 6 
l ~ 1 6 MEbflN's 1 1 6 I Not at All Somewhat Above Not at All Large Extent 
Average Extent 
KEY: NUMBERS ABBREVIATIONS OF WORKER'S RATINGS ON A SEVEN POINT 
(1 - 7) ITEMIZED ORDINAL SCALE 
1 2 3 4 - 5 6 .T 
None Slight Fair Moderate Somewhat Above Large Very Average Large 
\..1) 
\J'1. 
• 
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QUESTIONS 
TABLE #4b (continued) 
CLIENT AND WORKER EXPECTATIONS AND INVOLVEMENT 
(Findings Having Highly Suggested Signi~icance) 
Did the Client I~ Yes, list brie~ly Extent Worker 
Seem Resistive the ~actors that indicated Felt These 
to the Casework Client Resistance Resistance Factors 
Help _ ~--~-~ ___ -~--~~~-~--WeRe Important 
- w s J'TI_ 
Co CL 0 c .. L JJ\ NT I RK-L .~EN E \ · 
UJN: S R lifrS 
No ----- 1 
No ----- 1 
No ----- 1 
No ' -----:- 1 
Yes (Client mentioned0p~io~ un- 4 successru~ c.w.' ~ient pessi-
mistic re. marital strengths) 
No 
No 
1 
1 
MEDIANS 6 clients No 
1 client Yes 
1 
Not at all 
s J T~; ~\:\~L:D\ J.·\-Ar_r NT R D 
~ s . 
G 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
No 
No 
Yes 
(Client just wanted to talk Client would call worker Client not want involve husband) 
(Client stressed independence . 
7 
7 Client in delayed adoles.rebauion) 
(Generally did not want c .w.) _ 6 
------ 1 
----- 1 (Projected difficulties onto husband 5 
Felt other profess.help worsened situation) 
Yes ~ (Felt _hus]:>_B.!ld' s_ a.tti_tud.,e th._~_diffi_culty) 2 
MEDIANS 2 clients No r; 
!::> clients Yes Somewfiat Above AV6t'S.ge 
KEY: NUMBERS ABBREVIATIONS OF WORKER' S RATINGS ON A SEVEN POINT 
l 2 I3EMIZED O!fiNAL SCALE 5 b 7 
None Slight Fair Moderate Somexhat Above Large 
verage 
c:>-
:o--
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clients that were not resistive and five that were. In 
relation, the worker felt resistance was not at all important 
in the group of continuing clients, but was important to a 
somewhat above average extent in the terminating group. 
Additionally, it can be noted that the author interpreted 
the terminating clients• resistance as their having made 
large use of the primitive defense mechanisms of projection, 
and varying combinations of avoidance, blocking, and denial. 
E. Client Profile: 
This aspect of the study endeavors to evaluate the 
client groups on the basis of their general emotional capaci-· 
ty and their motivation in this particular interview. (See 
table number 5 in appendix.) 
The continuing and terminating clients only differed 
in their emotional capacity in the area of dependence, and 
even this difference is open to some question as the 
respondents could not evaluate this trait in three of the 
terminating client~.·· However, on the basis of the available 
data the continuing clients were found to be moderately 
dependent while the terminating group was highly dependent. 
(See table number 5a on the following page.) 
Concerning client motivation, the worker felt that the 
continuing client saw himself as being active to an above 
average extent in working towards a solution of his problem, 
whereas the terminating client only saw his role as being 
fairly active. Also, the worker felt the terndnating clients 
generally expended only a moderate ~ount of effort in the 
interview in comparison to the continuing group having 
expended a large ~ount of effort. 
TABLE #5a 
CLIENT PROFILE 
(Suggested Significant Findings) 
EMOTIONAL 
teAPACITY 
Extent Client 
~UESTIONS is 
Dependent 
6 
4 
~ 
4 
2 
3 
MEDIANS 4 
Moderately· 
Dependent 
? 
7· 
2 
6 
6 
? 
'l• 
MEDIANS 6 
Highly 
Dependent) 
MOTIVATION 
How Aeti ve Did 
Client see 
Self in Working 
Towards a 
Solution 
6 
5 
tt 
t 
5 
5 
Active to Above 
Average Extent 
l 
2 
5 
6 
6 
2 
3 
3 
Fairly Active 
KEY: ? UNKNOWN TO WORKER 
How MUch Effort 
did Client Expend 
in the Interview 
5 
6 
. ·s 
t 
6 
6 
6 
Large .Amount 
of' Effort 
4 
tt 
6 
6 
2 
k 
Moderate Ef'fort 
NUM&ERS ABBREVIATIONS OF WORKERtS RATINGS ON 
( l - 7) A SEVEN POINT ITEMIZED ORDINAL SCALE 
l 2 3 4 5 
None Slight Fair, Some- Average or Somewhat Above 
or Poor what Limited Moderate Average 
Very Good 
or High 
7 
Extremely 
High 
~. 
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F. Oasework Techniques Used: This aspect of' the study is a 
survey of' commonly agreed upon basic casework tools. Although 
they have been termed methods on the data schedule and tables 
(see tables numbered 6 and 6a in appendix), they are actually 
techniques which are used within the broader concept of' 
method. 
Looking at table number 6 we see the one apparent 
significant difference between the comparison groups is with 
the techniques of' giving information and direct action by 
the worker. The technique of' giving information is ranked 
fifth in order of'frequency of' use with the continuing clients 
and third with the terminating group. The technique of' direct 
action is ranked fourth in order of' frequency of' use with the 
terminating clients and sixth with the continuing group. 
However, it seems that this significance is open to 
some question. First it can be seen that both these techniques 
were utilized in so few cases that these medians probably 
have limited validity. Secondly, as respondents were allowed 
to rank more than one technique with the same frequency number, 
it may well be that the fact that direct action is ranked 
last in both groups is more important than whether it is 
ranked fourth or sixth. 
As the casework techniques were arranged by clients 
(see table number 6a) there are no significant differences 
between continuing and terminating clients. However, it 
should be noted that the ten techniques from table 6 were 
grouped into the three categories of supportive, directive, 
and interpretive solely on the basis of the author 1 s judgment, 
and knowledge or casework. 
G. Worker-Client Goals: The worker-client goals were 
originally tabulated in unstructured form in answer to an 
open end question, and had to be interpreted by the author. 
First, areas were created according to common characteristics 
of the respondents• replies. Secondly, each case had to be 
individually evaluated according to the area drawn up. 
Following is a list of the areas for goals and the 
authorts understanding of the meaning of each factor. United 
into an overall purpose was taken to mean that all portions 
of the goals were explicitly made a part of a central or 
general purpose or plan of action. A general goal was under-
stood to be broad in purpose and able to be inclusive of 
other specific goals. A specific goal was felt to have 
content that was limiting or exclusive to a single purpose. 
A goal that involved the client or the spouse had to specifi-
cally indicate that the client or spouse would directly act 
upon or become involved in thinking or discussion about the 
casework plan after the interview. An immediate goal was 
something to be done in the next interview, and a long range 
goal was to be accomplished later or even over a period of 
time. Having an appointment arranged meant a definite appoint-
ment was set. 
L. 
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Suggested differences between the terminating and 
continuing clients were found in the specific areas of: 
involving the client; involving the spouse; and having arranged 
an appointment. (see table 7a below). All seven of the con-
tinuing cases had goals that involved the client, but only 
four did nut of the terminating group. All seven of the 
continuing clients had goals that were to involve the husbands, 
but only two of the terminating cases did. Definite appoint-
' ments were arranged for five of the continuing clients and for 
only two of the terminating. Additionally, it seems to be 
significant that when you consider all eight areas as a group, 
a median number of five areas were fulfilled in the continuing 
group of clients and only a median number of two were met in 
the terminating group. 
TABLE #7a 
WORKER-CLIENT GOALS IN FIRST INTERVIEW 
(Findings Suggesting Significance) . 
Goal Areas Involve Involve Appointment Total Goal Areas 
Totals 
'J:ota!s 
Client Spouse Arranged Met Per Case 
v 
v 
v 
v 
v 
v 
v 
7 
v 
v 
v 
v 
4 
v 
v 
v 
v 
v 
v 
v 
7 
v 
v 
2 
Specifically 
v 
v 
v 
v 
v 
5 
v 
Median 
Median 
' 
6 
6 
7 
I 
4 
2 
0 
t 
2 
2 
2 
l 
H. Followup Procedures and Casework Techniques Used: 
There were no apparent signif'icant dif'f'erences between the 
continuing and terminating groups of' clients on the basis of' 
rumount or types of' f'ollow up procedures, or casework techniques 
used in the procedures. (See tables 8 and 8a in appendix.) 
I. Other Findings: 
A f'actor that was not made explicit in the tables was 
the comparative number of' unknown f'aets and diagnostic f'actors 
between the continuing and terminating client groups. This 
lack may have considerable importance to the total casework 
process as understanding, diagnosis, and treatment are so 
inextricably interwoven. In the continuing group there were 
thirteen unknown facts, and five f'actors that the worker 
could not diagnose, f'or a total of' eighteen unknowns, as 
compared with respective figures of' thirty, f'our, and a total 
of' thirty-f'our unknowns in the terminating group. In brief', 
there were almost twice as many unknowns abru. t the terminating 
clients as compared to the continuing group. 
Additionally, it would seem pertinent to mention that in 
complete contrast to the terminating group, the continuing 
clients had a total number of' interviews ranging f'rom three 
to twenty, and the median number was seven. This does suggest 
the possibility that the continuing clients may have been 
able to obtain a great deal more casework help on their 
problems than did the terminating group. However, in any 
case, there is no question but that they had considerably 
more opportunity available. 
Lastly, comparison tables were drawn up to see ir there 
was any relation between the only two ~actors that signiri-
cantly dir~erentiated client backgrounds (age and years 
married), and any of the other signiricant di~ferences ~ound 
in the study. There was no apparent relationship round. 
Let us now proeeed to analyze these results. 
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A. Summ.ary: 
'CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
This was a deseriptive comparative study of unplanned 
termination in fourteen clients with a presenting complaint 
or a marital problem. Therefore, all findings and conclusions 
are only relevant for clients with marital problems. 
Significant differences were found between the continuing 
and terminating groups in the following areas. The groups 
differed in background factors of age and years married. 
Concerning the client's problems~ the groups differed in the 
total number of types of problems~ and the total problem 
types made explicit in the first casework goals. Regarding 
the worker-client expectations and involvement~ there were 
fourteen areas that significantly differentiated the client 
groups. In the client profile the groups differed in 
dependency, and activity plus effort expended in the interview. 
The groups seemed to differ slightly in two casework techniques 
utilized by the workers (direct action and giving information), 
and four of the worker-client goals {involving client~ spouse, 
definite appointments, and total goal areas fulfilled). 
Lastly, there seemed to be considerably more unknowns in the 
terminating group than amongst the continuing clients. No 
significant differences were found between the groups in the 
nature of referrals; plus followup procedures and casework 
tecJ:miques used; and there was no apparent relationship 
between background information and other significant findings. 
The original questions will generally be implicitly 
interwoven, and answers made explicit where the content 
indicates this is needed. 
B. Conclusions: 
First, looking at the results from a general viewpoint 
it is quite clear that there are more significant ~actors 
differentiating the comparison groups in the worker-client 
problem solving process than in any other aspect of the study. 
This fact alone strongly suggests the validity of an affirma- · 
tive answer to the original question; that the general client-
worker problem solving partnership is more significant than 
inherent client limitations. Also, it seems that background 
information, type and quantity of client problems, and 
specific casework techniques and procedures, could appropriatruy 
be considered in understanding client limitations. In addition 
to the larger amount of significant factors in the problem 
solving process, it will be seen in the following paragraphs 
that some of the significant factors from the other portions 
of the study apparently achieve greater significance when 
considered in relation with the client-worker involvement. 
· Turning to the problem solving process and interwoven 
worker-client relationship, the caseworker 1 s interest should 
be first centered on facts about the client in order to 
achieve a b ackgroun.d and understanding in which to consider 
the client's specific problem (marital in this case). 
Particular attention should be given to clients married a 
number of years (over ten and/or close to twenty years). For 
although there is no apparent relation between this factor 
and continuing in casework treatment, the number of years 
married may be still significant in and of itself, and/or 
there may be a relationship to problem solving via casework 
that has not been evaluated because of the particular nature 
of this study. For example it seems logical that clients 
married quite a f'ew years may be more "settt in their ways; 
more willing to simply live with their marital difficulties 
as they have been doing; or they may be more ambivalent than 
first observed due to unconscious needs to perpetuate marital 
eonf'lict; or strong dependency needs leading to Tears of 
losing their mates. 
Certainly, very early in the interview, the caseworker 
would also be very sensitive to outstanding personality and 
behavior characteristics of the client, especially where 
they would pertain to motivation. As indicated in the findings 
the presence of resistance was a signif'icant factor amongst 
the terminating clients. It seems resistance is of' basic and 
primary concern as we consider the meaningful axiom that the 
worker needs to begin where the client is in order to 
eff'eC'tively help him resolve his problems. The importance of' 
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this becomes even clearer when we recognize that resistance 
is a negative aspect o~ motivation~ and that it must be 
dealt with and resolved in order ~or a client to think or 
move at all in a positive direction. Brie~ly~ it can be 
noted that this general concept has been ~ormulated into the 
term ttassertive casework" and is emulated extensively in 
casework methods o~ such agencies as Massachusetts Society 
~or the Prevention o~ Cruelty to Children~ and correctional 
settings o~ all varieties. Here client resistance is a very 
common and expected £actor, and clearly observed to operate 
as a direct function o~ low or poor motivation to change. 
Continuing to look at resistance per-se, let us now 
consider it ~rom a qualitative viewpoint. First, we have 
£ound that it has been re£lected in terminating clients using 
extensively such primitive defense mechanisms as projection 
and combinations of avoidance, blockings, and denial. This 
may well indicate that their ego structures are immature in 
some respects, and one is quickly reminded of their signifi-
cant dependence, (compared to the continuing clients) found 
in the client profile. Also, their lesser motivation, as 
reflected in their seeing themselves as less active partici-
pants, generally expecting advice rather than involvement, 
and actually expending less effort than the continuing clients 
may be an inherently--related factor. The handling o:f this by 
the caseworker will be evaluated in a later section. Secondly, 
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it was found that client resistance in the terminating group 
was .felt by the caseworker to be considerably more important 
than amongst the continuing clients, but it should be noted 
that there was no significant di.f.ference in the amount o.f 
discussion given resistance as continuing and terminating 
clients• groups are compared (see table number 4, question 9b 
in appendix). It is obvious that the resistances and their 
importance were clearly observed, generally diagnosed, and 
probably summarily discus~ed with the client. However, it 
is generally accepted that any such significant .factors need 
be dealt with explicitly and in explanatory detail with the 
client if they are to be effectively handled. It is open to 
considerable question that the terminating clients were 
handled in accord with the latter mentioned principle. 
Still viewing resistance or lower positive motivation 
qualitatively, one would next question how this is displayed 
in the worker-client problem-solving process. Although this 
question can not be answered absolutely or in detail because 
of the somewhat general nature of the study, there is some 
suggestive material available. It seems possible that this 
resistance might partly explain the general marital problem 
seeming to incapacitate the terminating clients seeking and 
using casework help to a significantly greater degree than 
the continuing clients; or on the other hand the marital 
problem might be an underlying part of the resistance. As 
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indicated earlier, the exact relationship of these factors 
can not be determined with the available material. Con-
sidering the secondary problems, the fact that they were 
only slightly motivating to the terminating clients as 
compared with the continuing group being moderately motivated 
may also be related to resistance. Of course, again we do 
not know the exact nature of the relationship, and possi-
bilities of resistance; ttgetting in the waytt of the client 
seeing the problems positive aspects; something specific 
about the particular problems underlying resistance; or 
motivation for change just remaining low because of the 
resistance, all remain qui~e speculative and hypothetical. 
Turning to what the worker accomplished with the client 
let us first take another look in the area of the marital 
and secondary problems. We note that regarding the marital 
l 
problem the worker ·could 11negate the incapacitatingn and 
"augment the motivating effectsu only slightly with the 
terminating clients in comparison to a moderate extent with 
the continuing group. It seems likely that here is .further 
evidence of resistance being a complicating factor, or as 
we have presumed perhaps it was not effectively dealt with 
previously, or during this aspect of the interview. 
Additional weight is lent to this supposition as we 
specifically consider the worker ttaugmenting the motivating 
effects" in conjunction with the problems• motivating effect 
prior to his efforts. In this instance the problem•s 
apparent motivating effect was approximately equal in the 
continuing and terminating group. Thus the workerts efforts 
and whatever factors may have affected the worker-client 
relationship are worthy of particular consideration, and 
again the factor of resistance is of considerable speculative 
importance. In regard to the worker's efforts in dealing with 
the secondary problems, the results were similar and with 
even a greater difference between the terminating and 
continuing groups. Perhaps the results from the interpretation 
of the client's problems (table number 3a) are important 
considerations here. The interpreted results indicated that 
there were many more secondary problems among the terminating 
clients than among the continuing that were not made explicit 
in the casework goals. This may help to explain the con-
trasting results of the worker's efforts in the two groups. 
For example, if this material was not discussed explicitly 
enough with the terminating clients, the group may not have 
given it sufficient consideration 1 and as a result any 
motivating effect may have been lost, or on the other hand 
the terminating clients themselves may have stifled sufficient 
discussion. Here again, resistance may have been operating 
as a blocking·mechanism. 
Let us now consider other f'actors that comprised the 
worker-client assessments and goals. Regarding the two client 
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groups, we ~ind that a comparatively greater and signi~icant 
amount or time and e~~ort with the terminating group was 
spent in discussing the estimated slight amount of support 
that the spouse might give regarding casework, and the extent 
that the client was a part of the problem. On the other 
hand significantly less consideration was given with the 
terminating clients in two other areas. As previously 
mentioned there were many more of the terminating clientst 
secondary problems that were not made explicit in the goals. 
Also, areas o~ good mutual functioning in the marriage were 
not part o~ the casework goals at all with the terminating 
clients, in comparison with a moderate part in the continuing 
group. Additionally, it is notable that in the above 
mentioned areas the amount of estimated support rrom the 
spouse, the clients' recognition concerning her part in the 
problem, and the estimated amount of good mutual functioning 
in the marriage, were approximately equal between the 
continuing and terminating groups. The suggested signi~icance 
of this particular combination of ~actors is that overemphasis 
in two areas and/or underemphasis in the other two may have 
been a determining ~actor in early unplanned terminations. 
This certainly seems ~easible in regards to the underemphasized 
factors when we consider how important building on the 
strengths is to supportive. casework, and how important 
explicitly ·clari~ing .problems can be as bas been explained 
previously. 
Concerning the overemphasized support o~ the spouse and 
client responsibility, we are reminded of the importance o~ 
regulating hope and discomfort in the casework interview. 
It does seem that overemphasis o~ the spouses' agreed upon 
limited support regarding casework might tend to be dis-
couraging. Also, overemphasis of the responsibility o~ a 
possibly dependent and poorly ego-integrated client might 
be uncomfortable as well as discouraging. 0~ course, these 
~actors also apply conversely to the underemphasized areas 
of good mutual functioning in the marriage and not explicitly 
handling secondary problems, so that the total ef~ect might 
have been overwhelmingly discouraging and uncomfortable for 
the terminating clients. 
Turning ~or a moment to the worker-client goals as they 
were specifically considered by the caseworkers, (see table 
number 7a) it ~irst seems that the significant di~~erences 
pertaining to the criteria involving client and spouse are 
contradictory to the above mentioned results. The results 
of table 7a indicate that the terminating clients and spouses 
are signi~icantly less involved in a simple plan of action 
than are the continuing clients. This involvement in a 
general plan o~ action however, is not the swme as discussions 
around how much support a spouse will give regarding casework 
or the client~ responsibilities in the general marital problem. 
It does seem though, that the terminating clients' comparative 
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lack of involvement in a plan is important as his participation 
is unquestionably important in all accepted casework princi-
ples. It can be added that the comparative lack of definite 
appointments for the terminating group is also important as 
appointments can add purpose and a goal to a client's further 
thinking. Certainly it must be recognized that the client 
may not agree to a definite appointment at the end of the 
interview, but it is equally important to remember that this 
will be determined to a large degree on what has transpired 
during the hour preceding. 
Casework techniques and followup procedures can briefly 
be mentioned. Generally, there was little difference between 
the continuing and terminating groups in these areas. However~ 
perhaps in this instance the~·Jtppa.rent lack of' significance is 
quite important. Concerning the casework techniques~ it 
would seem that based on the premise of the terminating 
clients being significantly more dependent and possibly 
having a weak ego structure, the workers could have been 
more helpful had they used more directive techniques. As 
has been suggested by several sources this immature type of 
client of'ten needs firmness and concrete direction from the 
worker early in the relationship to make up f'or his own 
weakness. This tact may have been prof'itably utilized by 
the worker in dealing with the terminating group over the 
goals and plans. Lastly and perhaps even more obviously, 
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a more directive approach may well have been used as part 
or the followup procedures with the terminating clients. 
Also, it seems without question the procedures themselves 
should have been used more liberally as an adjunct to the 
other changes mentioned previously, as this is just one 
more area where a client can often use a little extra and 
firmer support. 
The client and interview have now been assessed, and 
we can su.mmarize the analysis in the following section. 
Regarding the specific factors that differentiated the 
client groupings in David Fanshel•s aforementioned study, 
client expectations was the only one fruitful in this 
authorts study. There were too many unknowns in the data 
to evaluate socio-economic status, and capacity f'or insight 
and communication were not measured directly in this study. 
However, unlike Fanshel• s study, this author's purpose 
was to study the total clj,ent, and worker-client problem 
solving process and relationship from a broad perspective. 
Numerous significant differences between the client groups 
were found. 
First, it seemed that all the related aspects of the 
worker-client involvement considered as a unit were more 
significant than any isolated facts or factors. However, 
investigating the worker-client partnership it was found 
that beginning where the client is, thus being able to work 
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with him and ultimately help him accept a continuing casework 
plan, did appear to be the general difference between con-
tinuing and terminating clients. The major or basic factors 
operating in this fr~ework that seemed to play a causative 
role were general motivation, and mor.e specifically, client 
resistance. There was considerable evidence that the over-
whelming resistance (not found in the continuing group) of 
the terminating clients largely blocked positive motivation. 
Probably then, the caseworker's efforts at effecting positive 
motivation were largely impotent due to the terminating 
client and worker operating at cross purposes. It was sug-
gested that the caseworker did not initially explore in 
sufficient depth or detail the terminating client resistances. 
Also, it was determined from the nature of the resistances 
that the group was comparatively poorly integrated in ego 
functioning, and the caseworker felt this was largely displayed 
in over-dependence, and unwillingness to be as active in the 
casework process as the continuing clients. These differences 
between the client groups were displayed in all these dynamic 
working areas; worker's motivating efforts regarding the 
general marital problem and secondary problems; assessment 
plus goals concerning client and spouse involvement; and 
assessment of the areas of good marital functioning. 
Additionally, it was felt that as a result of the total 
proceedings, hope and discomfort perhaps inadvertantly became 
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negative reinfovc~ments for the terminating group. 
0. Relevant Questions: 
Perhaps the largest questions that remain unanswered 
by this study are in the general area of validity and 
reliability. Certainly followup .studies involving problems 
other than marital; a client sample with different backgrounds; 
and a much larger client sample, should all be primary 
considerations. 
Also, the author would like to suggest that scaling 
techniques are a major area needing improvement. Certainly 
utilization of anchoring points, pre-tests for respondents, 
and higher order scales are some o:r the major modifications 
that would be highly desirable. 
L 
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APPENDIX 
Schedule 
Worker # ________ __ 
Client #~____,=---­
Continued: Yes-
·---No __ _ 
Date: 
-------
Family and Personal In£ormation 
., 
1. Man and Woman: 
(l) ( 2) 
Birth Date 
Birth Place 
Date of Death 
Resident 
Citizen 
Color 
Religion 
Occupation 
Wages 
Education 
Housing 
Marriage Date: ____ _ 
Separated, Date: ___ _ 
Divorce, Date: ____ _ 
Previous Marriage: ____ _ 
2. Children: Unmarried 
(at home) 
Birthdate 
Birthplace 
Death 
School or 
Occupation 
Residence 
Man 
Woman 
(Other than home) 
Date Death Divorce Separati<n 
Married 
Birthdate 
Birthplace 
Death 
School or 
Occupation 
Residence 
(Other than home) 
3. Others living in Household (list) 
(State relationship to 1 or 2) 
4· Fam,ily Known to Other Agencies: 
(Worker knew .at first interview) (Worker knew later) 
· ,-. (list) 
a. Did worker use this information? 
(l) Directly with client Fo~ what purpose 
(2) Indirectly How 
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5. Referral Source: 
Name: 
a. How referral was made: phone; letter; personally. 
b. How was client prepared? 
Just told to go; Given brief information 
on agency; Given preparatory counselling 
e. Amount o£ Information (£or caseworker, about client) 
Check 
None 
Little 
Moderate 
Fair 
Somewhat Above Average 
Large 
Very Large 
d. !~ormation relevant to: (1) Casework Diag. 
Not Rel. 
Slightly Rel. 
Fairly Rel. 
Moderately Rel. 
6. Additional In£or~ation; 
(2) Interview per-se 
Quite Rel. 
Very Rel. 
Extremely Rel. 
Nature of Client's Problem (as seen at first 
interview) 
1. check (X) problems other than marital as 
seen by worker 
Family relationships 
X Marital Problem 
Parent-Child 
Other (specify) 
Personal Adjustment 
Adult (21,& over) 
Adolescent (13-20) 
Child 
Intellectual Retardation 
Diagnosed Suspected 
Emotional Illness 
Diagnosed Suspected 
Physical Illness or Handicap 
Economic 
Recreation 
Housing 
Educational & Vocational Adjustment 
Planning Substitute Care o£ Children 
Old Age 
Other 
6. Additional Information: 
Nature o~ Client's Problem (as seen at ~irst 
interview) (continued) 
Nuil'lber (1, 2, etc.) according 
to· Importance (previous page) 
Check Those Client 
sees as problems (previous page) 
Check Those Mate 
sees as problems (previous page) 
Check Those Explicit in ~irst C.W • 
. Goals arranged with C lien t 
(previous page) 
Label Acute or Chronic 
(previous page) 
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Client's Expectations and Involvement 
1. To what extent did you feel there were complimentary 
(to the problems) areas of good mutual runctioning 
present in the marital situation? 
a. To what extent were you ·able to bring out 
these into the discussion? 
b. To what extent were these ~art of the 
goals set up? 
None J.: 
Slight 2 
Fair 3 
Moderate 4 
Somewhat above average 5 
Large 6 
Very Large 7 
2. Regarding the marital problem: 
a. To what extent did it seem to be motivating? 
b. To what extent was it incapacitating to the. 
client? (re. casework help) 
c. To what extent did you feel you were able 
to negate the incapacitating and/or 
d. Augment the positive? 
3. Regarding the problems (other than marital) 
a. To what extent did they seem limiting? 
b. To what extent were you able to negate 
the lim.i ting or, 
c. Augment the positive effects? 
d. To what extent did they seem-to increase 
positive motivation? (for getting help) 
4. Regarding these problems, did the client seem to expect: 
Concrete Advice 
Manipulation of Self 
Manipulation of Others 
Casework Involvement 
a. If other than casework involvement: 
1. How much of an attempt was made to bring 
client to see casework involvement as 
necessary?--
2. How much of an attempt was made to involve 
the client in casework? 
3. How successful did you -feel that you were? 
b. To what extent could the client involve himse~f 
in c.w.? 
5. To what extent did the client feel or see himself as 
a part of the marital problem? 
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6. To what extent did you £eel he was: 
a. A part o£ the problem 
b. To what extent were attempts made to help 
him see himself as part of the problem? 
c. I.f no, .why1 
d. To what extent was this made a part o.f 
the goals? 
7. How much support did you feel the spouse would give 
re. casework? 
a. To what extent was this brought into the 
worker-client assessment of the problem? 
~· To what extent in goals? 
8. How much support did the client feel his spouse would 
give regarding working on the problem with the case-
worker? 
9. General Impressions: 
Did the client seem to be resistive to the case-
work help? 
a. List br-iefly 
b. To what extent did you discuss these factors 
with the client? 
c. To ~hat extent do you feel they were ~portant? 
10. In your general prognosis, how successful did you feel 
the client would be at resolving his problems via case-
work help? 
Client Profile 
None 
Slight or Poor 
Fair, Somewhat 
Limited 
Average oif 
Moderate 
Somewhat Above 
Average 
Very Good or High 
Extremely High 
A. Emotional Capacity: (General) 
1. How .fixed are his response patterns? 
2. To what degree does he consider the £eelings 
and ideas of others? 
3. To what extent are his thinking and feeling 
balanced? 4. To what extent does he open himself to 
worker? 5. To wha~ extent is he optimistic? 
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6. How patient or tolerant or rrustration is he? 
To what extent is he dependent~ 
B. Motivation: 
7. Row valid were his original goals? 
8. How uncomrortable did he seem because or his 
problem? 
9. How hoperul did he seem, regarding solution? 
10. How active an agent did he see.'himselr as in 
working towards a solution? 
11. How much effort did hevexpend in the inter-
view? 
0asework Methods, Goals, and FollowuE P.roeedures 
I Check (X) those used and the frequency of each 
1. Interpretation 
2. Clarification 
3. Listening 4· Questioning 5. Suggestions or Counsel 
6. Sympathetic Understanding 
7. Supportive and Enabling Comments 
8. Giving inrormation 
9. Direct Advice 
10. Direct Action regarding: 
referrals 
communications (to collaterals 
or clients) 
other (specify) 
II Briefly, but in detail, what treatment or exploratory 
goals, and/or plans were set up with the client (s)? 
III What rollowup methods (if any) were used with the 
client and their extent? 
a. letters b. phone. c. personal visit d. List 
by number the methods from I adopted and/or adapted 
ror this procedure besides a,b, or c. 
IV Additional Comments? 
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TABLE #1 
F .ACE SHEET -DATA 
- -
WAGES Leer wk) CHARACTER- RESIDENTS -·RACE RELIGION OCCUPATION 
IS TICS OF AGENCY CLIENTS CLIENT SPOUSE CLIENT SPOUSE CLIENT SPOUSE 
DISTRICT & SPOUSE 
c yes White R 0 R C Housewife Painter 0 $75 0 
N 'C yes w R C R C Housewife Factory 'Wkr 0 $120 
T L yes w R C R C Part time Rigg-er 
-
$100 
I I factory N E yes w Prot. R C Secretary Laborer $35 $50 u 
I N no w Prot. Prot. ·Clerk Truck Drvr . - -
H T yes -w --- --- Real Used Car $10 $116 s Estate Dealer 
yes w R C Prot. Housewife Salesman 0 $47 
Total Total Total Total Total 
6 All 4 RC 4 RC 4 worked 3 unskilled 
White 2 Prot. 2 Prot. 3 ~ewives 2 skilled 
2 white collar 
CHARACTER- EDUCATION MARITAL 
ISTICS BIRTHPLACE (IN YEARS} HOUSING STATUS 
CLIENT SPOUSE CLIENT SPOUSE SEPARATED 
DIVORCW 
PREVIOUS MARR. 
c c local local 12 6 Rent Tenement Married 0 L local local Own Home Married N - -
! I local local - - - Previous Di v. E out of town out of town 
- -
Rent Married H N loeal local 16 12+ Rent Married 
I T loeal local 12 12 Own Home Currently Sep. 
H s local out of town 10 10 Rent Tenement Married 
Totals 1 out of town ~ out of town 20wn 
6 local local 4 Rent 
KEY: 
-
UNKNOWN TO CASEWORKER 
I 
~ 
.f:"" 
. 
L_ 
TABLE #1 (continued) 
FACE SHEET DATA 
CHARACTER- Ri!SIDENTS RACE RELIGION OCCUPATION WAGES (per wk) 
IS TICS O:ir.AGENidY CLIENTS CLIENT SPOUSE CLIENT SPOUSE CLIENT SPOUSE 
' DISTRICT & SPOUSE 
T yes White R C R C Part time Tree 
- $90 E 
R c waitress surgeon 
I 
M L yes w - - Saleswoman Sales Mgr. - -~ I yes w R C RC Housewi.fe Car~enter & 0 -
A E Pa nter I T yes w R C R C Housewi.fe - 0 -! N no w Prot. Prot. Housewi.fe Mgr.Industry 0 T -s no w R C R C Housewi.fe Retafl ~ales 0 -C er 
yes w R C Prot. Housewi.fe Shell Oil Co. 0 $105 
TOTALS 5 All ,? RO Jt RC 2 worked 2 skilled White 1 Prot. 2 Prot. 5 housewives 4 white collar 
I 
k 
1
1 CHARACTER- EDUCATION MARITAL 
! ISTICS BIRTHPLACE (IN YEARS) HOUSING STATUS 
I CLIENT SPOUSE CLIENT SPOUSE SEPARATED DIVOfl.CED fREYJ:OUS MARR I 
I T local out o.f town 12 12+ Own Home Married E local local - - - Married ~ c local out of town Rent Married i L .. -I I I local local 12 12 Rent Tenement Married l E out o.f town out o.f town - - Rent Home 2 Prior Div. f local local - - - ii~~i~~ - - - - Own Home 
' H 
! TOTALS 1 out ot' town :,:3 out or town 2 OWn 
II 
5 local 3 local ·3 Rent 
~ ! 
-
UNKNOWN TO CASEWORKER II a.. 
.r-- \.r1. I . 
I 
I 
I, 
,, 
I 
I 
I 
,j 
I 
I 
I 
I 
!I 
'CHARACTER-
ISTICS 
TABLE'#1 (continued} 
FACE SHEET DATA 
UNMARRIED CHILDREN MARRIED OTHERS AGE AT TIME 
'CHILDREN LIVING OF MARRIAGE =NUMB==m=---rl-,;-GES=--'!;O"'LI~V~I=N=G-~==~ IN SAME CLIENT SPOUSE 
__ _ _ _ (YEARS) AT HOME HOUSE 
a 
0 
N(G 
T L 
I I 
N E 
UN 
I T 
N S 
G 
3 
2 
0 
1 
1 
9,7,5 
12,7 
1 
1 
yes 
yes 
yes 
yes 
none 
none 
2 
none 
none 
no 
Iila.terna1 
grandmother 
no 
23 
27 
25 
19 
23 
23 
25 
34 
21 
24 
no 
maternal· 
grandmother 
2 13, 10 yes none no 25 28 
3 3,2 yes none no 17 19 
Median # Median Age Median Median 
2 7 _23_ ,, 24 
------r- ------- ----
E 2 9,11 1 yes none no 23 28 
~ C 1 no 
I ~ 2 20,19 yes none no 18 19 
N E 1 14 yes 2 no 21 21 
A N 2 1.6,4 yes none no 17 19 i T 5 6,4,3,2,1 yes none :State Ward 24 25 
N S age 17 
none no 3 13,7 ,3 yes 
yes G 6 14,13,12 none no 
10,9,7 
Median # Median Age 
2 10 
22 
22 
24 
22 
Median Median 
22 22 
(]'> 
(]'> 
. 
TABLE #2 
REFERRALS 
CRI- Family Known to Other Agencies Did Worker Use This 
TERIA (re. Worker's Knowledge) Knowledge? 
At Time o:f :ff o:f agencies Later Directly Indirectly 
lst Interview per client with client in Purpose of Worker 
interview 
c No 
-
No Yes No Just to check I 0 'C 
NL Yes l Court No Yes No Explore Problem i I No - No No No -No 
-
No No No 
-NE Yes l Boston No Yes No · Help Client UN 
I T Family Service Explore Problem 
H s No - No Yes No Inter est r e. Olient Preparation 
No 
-
No No No 
- I 5 No 2 Clients 1 No 3 No 7 No 
TOTALS 2 Yes 0 Prior 4 Yes 
Contact with 
Fam.. Ser. 
T Yes l Prior No Yes No Worker Orient Self 
E C N .B .Fam.. Ser. 
§L No 
-
No No No 
-I I No 
-
No No No 
-IE Yes 4 Including No Yes No Inquire re. Health 
TN N .B .Fam.Ser. 
I T Yes l Mental No Yes No Explore .Problem 
N S Health Clinic G No No No No 
- -No 
-
No Yes No Get information 
TOTALS 4 No Total of 7 No 3 No 7 No 
3 Yes ~ Clients 4 Yes Prior contacts 
with Fam.Ser. 
I~ 
II 
-- --- --lr --_---_-_--_--~------_---_--_-·-_-·-·-~===~==== ............... --------11.11 
TABLE #2 (continued) 
REFERRALS 
CRITERIA AMOUNT OF RELEVA.NUE--OF -- H~R:EFER- ~ SOUROE OF CLIENTt S 
INFORMATION INFORMATION RALS MADE REFERRALS PREPARATION 
ON ~LIENT 
- - -~--- --
~T 0LI 2 5 Personally Self Brief Info. ~ E.,.T 1 1 Phone Agency Brief Info. 
~ !'i:r 1 1 Phone Doctor Brief Info. 
G S 2 5 Phone Doctor Brief Info. 
TE~ c1 
JN I~ 
'Ts G 
KEY: 
AMOUNT: 
1 2 Phone · Self Counselling 
1 1 Phone Self Brief Info. 
1 1 ? Self Brief Info. 
v v -~otal Total Total 
Median 1 Median 1 5 Phone 4 Self 6 Brief Info. (none) (not relevant) 1 Person. 2 Prof. 1 Counselling 
4 
1 
1' 
6 
1 
1 
1 
v 
Median 1 
(none) 
4 
1 
2 
~ 
l 
1 
v 
Median 2 (slightly relevant) 
1 ? 1 Agency 
0 Friend 
Phone 
'l 
?. 
Phone 
'l 
Personally 
? 
Total 
2 Phon.e 
4 1 
1 Per·son. 
Self 
Friend 
Self 
.Agency 
Self 
Friend 
Friend 
Total 
3 Self 
0 Pro.f. 
j ~r~g_a 
~ RWJo!BT©~~~RPoH woRKERsr EVALUATION , 
Counselling 
? 
?-
Counselling 
Brief Info. 
Brief Info. 
Brief Info. 
Total 
3 Brief Info. 
2 Counselling 
2 ? 
1\None 2 Little 3 Fair 4 Moderate 5 Somewhat &bove Average 6 Large 7 Very Large ·· 
RELEVANCE: 1 Not Relevant 2 Slightly Rel. 3 Fairly Rel. 4 Moderately Rel. 
5 Quite Rel. 6 Very Rel. 7 Extremely Rel. 
I~ 
--- -- . --- -- - -· . -- -- --··- - - ----· .. - -
' TABLE #3 
NATtfflE OF CLIENT 1 S PROBLEM 
. , {ARRANGED BY PROBLEM) 
CONTINUING CLIENTS 
Impo,rtance Problems Problems Problems # of nnmoered. Seen by Made 
TYPE OF PROBLEM li t (1,2~3) Median Explicit Acute or Chronic 
c en accoraing Client Mate I 1 t 
problems to worke_r' s n s judgment c aa.gmk 
Acute Chronic Both 
Marital Problem 7 2211111 1 6 5 5 2 4 1 
Parent Child 
Relations 3 334 3 1 0 1 2 0 0 
Personal Ad~ust-
ment_, Adults 6 112111 1 4 2 4 0 5 1 
Emotional Illness 
4 Diagnosed 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 
Physical Illness 
-or Handicap J 134 3 _3_ 1 1 2 0 0 
!Economic l.f. 4.335L 3 4 3 2 2 2 0 
~ecreation 1 3 1 0 1 1 0 0 
~ousing 2 32 2 1 0 0 2 0 
~ducational & Voca-
tional Adjustment 2 22 2 1 1 0 2 0 
Personality 
Conflict 1 2 1 0 1 0 1 0 
Totals 10 30 25 13 17 10 16 2 
~Eo 
KEY: .f\" SUGGESTED SIGNIFICANCE 
0' 
-.!) 
• 
--- -------------·---- ------· -----·-
L 
TABLE #3 (continued) 
NATURE OF CLIENT'S PROBLEM (ARRANGED BY PROBLEM) 
TERMINATING CLIENTS 
f o:r Im~tan~e Problems Problems Problems 
TYPE OF PROBLEM c ient (1 2e~f M di Seen By Made Acute or Chronic , d e an Explicit problems accor ing Client Mate In lst 
to worke~' s Oa~ew£rk judgmen . oa s 
Acute Chronic Both 
Marital Problem 7 1211111 1 7 4 6 4 2 1 I 
Parent-Child 
4 4 4 Relations 3312 2 0 2 0 0 
Other Re!ationship Frob ems 2 24 2 0 0 0 1 0 
Persza~lt~djustment 7 111112 1 6 1 3 2 4 0 I 
Personal Adjustment Child 1 3 1 0 0 0 1 0 
Emot~onal Illness 2 41 2 Diagnosed 0 0 0 1 1 
Emotional Illness Suspected 2 11 1 2 1 0 2 0 
Physical Illness 
or Handicap 1 3 1 0 1 0 1 0 
Economic 3 32 3 1 1 1 1 0 
I Recreation 1 3 1 1 0 0 1 0 
Housing 1 5 1 0 0 0 0 0 
Employment 2 .52 2 0 1 1 1 0 
Sexual Relationship 1 0 
-
l 1 1 0 0 
Legal 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 
Religion 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 
I Totals I 1,!) jb 33 10 17 14 1.5 2 I 
KEY: * ~'"suGGEs{fED SIGNIFICANCE 
-.:1 
0 
• 
I 
--···--- -- . --··--··- ·--- ------· ------- -···· ·- ·------- ···-··· 
TABLE #3a 
NATURE OF CLIENT' S PROBLEM (ARRANGED BY CLIENTS) 
Number of Number of Number of Number of 
Problems Problems Problems Problems 
Per Client Recognized Recognized Explicit in (evaluated By Client By Mate First OW Goals 
b;y: worker) 
a 3 1 2 3 ON C 
h 
5 2 2 
TI LI 2 0 2 
Nu E tt 0 2 IN NT ~ 2 3 q. s 4 3 0 
5 5 4 5 
Median 4 4 2 2 
T ~ ~ 0 4 ERM CL 2 2 
~ArlEN 8 8 1 1 6 6 0 6 
IN TS 8 8 2 2 
-G 3 2 2 1 
3 3 2 1 
Median 4 3 2 2 
J 
lr- r 
TABLE #4 
WORKER AND CLIENT EXPECTATIONS AND INVOLVEMENT 
2. REGARDING THE 
MARITAL PROBLEM 
1. Extuent of ~-~Ia. Exte~- ·aa~tent it 
Areas of Good Worker Brought Motivated Client 
QUESTIONS Mutual Functioning These Areas Re. Seeking and 
in the Marriage Out Into The Using C W Help 
Discussion 
0 o 0 w s J 3 2 5 
N L 0 C UD 3 3 5 
T I IE RK AL GM_ 2 1 6 
NU NT ER E --i!i 3 5 4 
I S D ~ 5 4 6 
NG S 3 5 6 
-- -~-~ 2 5 
Medians 3 3 5 
Fair .Amount Fair Extent Somewhat Above 
Average Extent 
'r:ER CL WO SC JU 4 4 1 
M_ I R L DG 3 4 5 
--J.N ~ ~ "''"L Mo, 1 4 7 ~ITS R ~ 'N 1 1 6 
NG T8 4 5 5 1 2 7 
2 - ···- - 4_ 6 
Medians 2 . 4 - - - ~ 
Slight Amount Moderate Extent Large Extent 
KEY: NUMBERS ABBREVIATIONS OF WORKER'S RATINGS ON A SEVEN POINT 
1 
None 
(1 - 7) ITEMIZED ORDINAL OOALE 
2 
Slight 
3 
Fair 
4 
Moderate 
5 
Somewhat Above 
A?verage 
6 
Large 
T 
Very 
Le.rge 
- 4= - r 
QUESTIONS 
TABLE #4 (continued) 
WORKER AND CLIENT EXPECTATIONS AND INVOLVEMENT 
3. REGARDING THE 4. CLIENT EXPE0TATIONS 
OTHER PROBLEMS. RE. PROBLEM SOLVING 
3a. EXtent jb. EXtent 4a1.Eitent - [i.:a2.Extent 4b.Extent 5. Extent 
They Seemed Worker Gould of Worker's of Worker's ©li..ent Client Saw 
L N t th Attempt to Attempt to Could Himself as to imi t ega e e Help Client Inv.olve Involve Part of the 
Client's Limiting see C .w. Client in Himself Marital 
Motivation Effects Involvement Casework in C.W. Problem 
as Necessary 
co._ a w s0 Ju 1 1 6 5 5 5 
""N L 0 . .· 1 1 4 4 4 5 ~ \:AL:GM 2 1 4 4 5 3 NTERDE 5 ? 5 ·5 4 5 S N 1 1 1 5 4. 3 
G T3 .. l: 1 6 6 6 2 ~--~---~-.L. 4 3 ~lJ__ 4 
Medians 1 1 4 · 5 LL - ~LL 
Not at all Not at all Moder~te _Somewhat: Moaera~e Moderate Extep_t _ Above Average Exten~.~ Extent 
TE\a w s"' · Jtr , 1 1 4 4 4 2 
LI OR VA D 7 2 7 7 2 7 
E K ~G 1 1 J 3 1 1 
NAr N ER "}, i'~t 1 1 6 4 6 2 
L TS l';_r 4 4 3 3 5 5 
-:NG . · S 7 1 4 4 2: 4 
~ --~_g_ __ u 2 4 4 __3_ 3 
Medians- 81ig~t-~ N tl t 11 Moder~te Mode~~te FExJtr t ~~1~ t Extent o a a Extent Extent en· ;CU!,.ten 
KEY• 'l UNKNOWN TO WORKER 
"NUMB.ERS ABBREVIATIONS OF WORKER'S RATINGS ON A SEVEN POINT 
( 1 - 7) ITEMIZED ORDINAL SCALE 
1 
None 
2 3 4 5 
Slight Fair Moderate Somewhat Above 
6 
Large 
7 
Very 
II ---
Average Large 
I 
II 
-.J 
\..U 
. 
II ... _ II 
II 
TABLE #4 (continued) 
WORKER AND CLIENT EXPECTATIONS AND INVOLVEMENT 
6a. Extent 6"b:--Extent-~ -6c:Why or Why-Not? re.6b. 
Worker Felt Wo~ker made Q,UESTIONS ~up~~I\)to~ier felt Spouse 
Would Give 
Re. Casework 
Cl·ient was Att13mpts to 
a part of Help Client 
co c 
NT LI 
IN E 
UI NT 
NG S 
the,..,.marital see Himself 
pro~.~lem as a part of 
the Problem 
6 
~ 
4 
4 
? 
4 
4 
2 
1 
5 
3 
a 
Yes 
Yes 
No (Client Couldn't 
Tolerate) 
Yes (Cli.ent Co1,1ld · Tolerate) 
Yes (·Client Could 
Tolerate) 
Yes (On General Principles) 
Yes (Client .Intelligent ED.ough} 
2 
2 
2 
3 
5 
3 
2 
Medians ·4 · -~-3~ ----~ 
~- ______ Moderate Extent Fair Extent Slight Extent 
Tw_ c ~ 2 Yes (Set Stage for Casework) '3 
-.t{ L 2 Yes 5 
MI r 2 Yes {~lient Gouldn 1 t Listen) 1 
NAr ~ 3 3 Yes (W~~~;r 0feP~o.g~~m¥as 2 
INGTS l:j l+ Yes ~She was a. Large ':Part) 3 
b 4 Yes She was a Large Part) 1 
3 4 Yes Pr-oblem involved Both) 1 
MeaiansFair3"Extent Fai~ Extent - Slight Extent 
KEY• ? UNKNOWN TO WORKER 
• WUMBERS ABBREVIATIONS OF WORKER'S RATINGS ON A SEVEN POINT (1 - 7) ITEMIZED ORDINAL SCALE 
1 _2 3 4 5 6 
None Slight Fair Moderate Somewhat Above Large 
Average 
7 
Very 
Large 
r 
TABLE #4 (continued) 
WORKER AND CLIENT EXPECTATIONS AND INVOLVEMENT 
7a. EXtent 8. EXtent of 9. Did the 9a. I!' Yes (re. 9) <tb. Extent 
This Was Support Client Client Seem List Briefly the Worker 
Q,UESTIONS Brought Into Felt Her Spouse Resistive Factors that · Discussed tne Worker Would __ Give Re. to the Case- Indicated Client Resistance 
Client Goals Working with work Help? Resistance Fac~o~si t 
the Caseworker Wl.li.u. 01. en 
0 0 
0 L 
NTI IE 
NU NT 
IN S 
. G 
2 
3 
tt 
4 
1 
5 
1 
1 
? 
4 4 
1 
2 
. - 2 
Medians Mod~r ate Extent §t~~t 
TE___ a 
~RM LI_ 
IN~ ~N 
INls ! 
4 1 
4 5 
1 
i 
6 2 
No 
No 
No 
No 
Yes 
No 
No 
6 No 
1 Yes 
(Client mentioned prior un-
successful O.W. Client pessi-) 
mistic re. marital strengths 
1 
1 
4 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
Not at 
Yes !Client just wanted to talk 2 
Client would call worker 
Client not want involve ) husband 
Yes !Client stressed independ~nce 5 
Client in delaved adoles.rebelJ 
Yes Generally didn'i t want C .W.) ~ 
Hg ± 
Yes (Pro1ected difficulties onto 2 
h1J,soand. Felt other profes-
sl.onal help worsened sl.tuation) 
Yes (Felt husband's attitude the 4 
difficulty) 
all 
Medians ~ 2 5 NO -~---
Mo erate Extent Slight Yes Slight Extent 
Extent 
KEY: ~Eij~ MMA~£olf~R~woRKER • s RA';CINGS ON A sEVEN POINT o~INAL scALE 
Ntne ·-siig:fit FJr Mod~ ate Somewhat Ab6ve Average L;Fge Very Large 
~T-
L 
r 
TABLE #5 
CLIENT PROFILE 
A. EMOTIONAL CAPACITY 
I. How 2. Degree of" -u~. EXtent 4-• EXtent 
QUESTIONS Fixed .Are Client1 s ·Client• s Client Opens Client's Consideration Thinking Herself to 
Response for Feelings and Feeling Worker 
Patterns? & Ideas of Others are Balanced 
c CL c Ju 
-.NT L WO 3c D 
I IE~~ G\ 
\ 
N ER E N 
TS D T 
G . S 
4 4 3 7 5 6 5 6 
5 2 2 5 
4 4 3 5 
6 6 5 5 
2 4 3 6 
5_- -----~----li 3 5 
Medi'ans 5 . 4 3 5 
Fixed Some- Moderately Fairly Opens Self Some-
.1 what Above Considerate Balanced what Above Average 
Avera e 
T~ c w s~ Ju 
... 'M L 0 v D 5 4 3 4 6 5 2 5 ~ I~R~~ G \ TSR~\ 
G S 
6 6 4 3 
4 4 4 6 
4 5 4 5 
~ - __L____ 2 - - - a 
Medians 5 4 4 4 Fixed Some- Moderately Moderately Opens Self 
what Above Considerate Balanced N'oderately 
Average 
KEY: 1 UNKNOWN T 0 WORKER 
NUMBERS ABBREVIATIONS OF WORKER•s RATINGS ON A SEVEN POINT (1-7) ITEMIZED ORDINAL SCALE 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
None Slight Fair, Some- Average Somewhat Above Very Good Extremely 
or Poor what limited or Moderate Average or High High 
-'1 
a-
• 
IL-------===========================9 
T.ABLE #5 (continue<» 
CLIENT PROFILE 
A. ]MOTIONAL CAPACITY {cont) B. MOTIVATION 
QUESTIONS gi1~ie~~ -Jat~~~; or fa1f8w - g~c~~ortable lP6i>e~! 
Optimistic Tolerant or Were was Client was Client 
Frustration Client's because o:r Regarding a 
is Client? Original Her Problem? Solution o:r Goais? · Problem? 
DoN OL WO SC JU 4 3 5 7 4 
T I R AD 4 6 5 7 2 
IE K·LG 3 2 2 6 3 
Nul NT ER ED ~ 4 5 5 7 5 
NG S 1i, 5 5 6 6 4 
~4 4 6 6 3 
4 ___ c 4 _ _ _9___ _ _ _ -~ ___ R_ . 4 
Medians 4 4 5 6 . 4 
Moderately Moderately Valid to Highly Moderately Optimistic Patient Above Aver- Uncororortable HopefUl 
age Extent 
1 1 5 3 . 3 3 2 6 5 ~L WO 3c JUD 3 ~ 7 ~ 4 IER~. ~-- G' lj. 6 6 
6 
4 ~-NT ... ~ ED 4_ 4 6 
5 
2 
'Ns s~ 2 2 It 3 
1 
None 
G 2 5 _l.j._-
Medians 3 4 4 6 3 
Fairly Moderately Moderately Highly Fairly 
KEY: NUMBERS (1-7) 
Optimistic Patient Valid Uncom:fortable Hope:ful 
ABBREVIATIONS OF WORKER'S RATINGS ON A SEVEN POINT 
ITEMIZED ORDINAL OOALE 
3 4 5 2 
Slight 
or Poor 
Fair, Some- Average Somewhat Above 
6 
Very Good 
or High what limited or Moderate Average 
7 
Extremely 
High 
I~ 
TABLE #6 
CASEWORK METHODS USED (arranged by methods) 
CONTINUING CLIENTS TERMINATING CLIENTS 
METHODS 
Worker's Ranking in Worker's Ranking in 
Order of Frequency MEDIANS Order of Frequency MEDIANS 
of Use of Use 
1. Interprenation 326 3 222 2 
2. Clarification 352 3 22 2 
3· Listening 111111 1 1111111 1 
4. Questioning 114332 2 1121322 2 
5. Suggestions or Counsel 4546 5 344 4 
6. Sympathetic Understanding 212341 2 1113333 3 
7. Supportive & Enabling 
Comments 
213251 2 213254 3 
8. Giving Information 552 5 334 3 
9. Direct Advice 
10. Direct Action (referrals, 67 6 435 4 
communications to 
co11aterals or .clients) 
I 
-.J 
Cl:> 
• 
TABLE #6a 
CASEWORK METHODS USED (arranged by clients) 
Criteria Number of 
methods used 
per client 
Frequency of Type of Methods Used 
Elicf£ing_&_ - - -Direct1.ve 
supportive (methods 4&5, 
methods 3-8 ·7-10) · 
c-
oN OL 
T~- IE 
5 4 2 
9 6 5 
UI N 
NG Ts 
MEDlANS 
5 5 3 
5 5 3 
8 6 4 
7 5 4 
5 -5 --- -- ____ 3 
5 5 3 
TE c 6 4 2 
RM_ L 6 5 3 
-"IN IE 5 4 3 
~ N 7 5 3 
INT 6 6 4 
G S 5 5 3 
--- -_5- -- -- -4 - -- --'- - - -- - J 
MEDIANS 6 5 3 
Int erpr eti ve 
(methods 1&2) 
1 
2 
0 
0 
2 
1 
0 
1 
2 
1 
0 
2 
0 
1 
0 
1 
···r-J-- -1-.£) : . 
I 
TABLE #7 
WORKER CLIENT GOALS IN FIRST INTERVIEW 
' Criteria United into over-all plan General Specific Immediate l:Jong Range 
for goals 
c 
0 v v v 
N a v v 
T L v v v 
I I v v v 
N E v v v v 
u N ·• ' 
I T v v 
N s 
G 
TOTAL 3 6 2 2 4 
~ c v. v v R L v M 
* 
I 
E v v A N v v v 
"[' T v I s v 
N v v 
G 
TOTAL 2 6 1 0 4 
co 
0 
TABLE #8 
FOLLOWUP METHODS 
Methods used be- Number of Number of Number of 
tween lst & 2nd letters per telephone calls personal visits 
interviews client per client per client 
c 0 0 1 1 0 
,::o 1 1 NT L I 0 1 0 
~ E 0 0 0 N 0 0 0 UI T 0 1 1 NG S 0 0 0 
MEDIANS 0 ~_,. ..... ,, ... _ .... 1 0 
T 0 0 0 ~ c ~ L 0 0 0 
NA_r IE 0 2 0 0 3 0 
IN NT 1 1 0 G S 0 0 0 
1 0 0 
MEDIANS 0 0 0 
Total Number per 
client 
2 
2 
1 
0 
0 
2 
0 
1 
0 
0 
2 
3 
2 
0 
1 
1 
o:> 
f-J 
• 
II __ ll 
TABLE #8a 
CASEWORK METHODS USED IN FOLLOWUP 
Criteria Number of Freg,uencz of TlEe of C W Methods Used 
methods used Eliciting & Directive Interpretive 
per client supportive (methods 4&5, (methods 1 & 2) 
(methods 3-8) 7-10) 
c 5 ~ 2 1 ON CL 8 4 2 
TI I 2 2 0 0 
NU E 0 0 0 0 
IN N 0 0 0 o· 
G TS 6 4 4 1 
0 0 0 0 
MEDIANS 2 2 0 0 
T~ c 0 0 0 0 
M L 0 0 0 0 
IN IE 3 2 1 1 
AT N 4 4 2 0 ~ Ts 2 2 2 0 G 0 0 0 0 
1 1 1 0 
MEDIANS 1 1 1 0 
co 
(\) 
. 
Years 
Married 
21-30 
11-20 
1-10 
TOTALS 
TABLE #9 
~OMPARISON OF CLIENT AGES 
AND 
NUMBER OF YEARS MARRIED 
Client Ages 20 - 29 30 - 39 40 - 49 
a T a T a T 
1 1 
3 3 1 
3 1 1 
3 0 1 5 3 2 
KEY: ·O = CONTINUED 
T = TERMINATING 
(X) 
\..A.) 
• 
Jl 
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